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Tues., June 2, 1970

Washington, D. C., June 2 • • • • Chairman W. R. (Bob) Poage, D-Tex.,
of the House Committee on Agriculture, expressed disappointment that the
passage of a general farm bill by Congress this year seems to be further away
from achievement as a result of the adoption by a 17 to 14 vote of certain
amendments which had previously been repudiated by the Department of Agriculture.

He said that the measure which was repudiated by this vote had been

worked out as a result of concessions on the part of Administration and
Congressional leaders and rural and urban lawmakers who hold differing views.
The Texan expressed this opinion in a statement released answering
criticism directed at the compromise bill which he and others had supported
as the best proposal which could be passed by the House.

The criticism was

contained in a release by Fred Heinkel, Chairman of the National Farm Coalition, a group of farm organizations, handed out at the door of the Committee
room before the meeting, expressing opposition to all but "coalition" views.
The text of Chairman Poage's statement follows:
As I see it, the major duty of the Committee on Agriculture is to
secure the passage of an effective farm bill. Obviously this can only be
done through cooperation. The days in which the so-called "farm bloc" was
sufficiently powerful to pass any legislation it wanted through the House
have long since passed. Unfortunately, some of our farm leaders seem to be
living in a dream world of long ago in which they had the votes to pass
whatever they felt was best for farmers.
The Democrats have a majority in the House of Representatives. but
the Democratic Leadership certainly cannot prevail upon anything like a
majority of the House to support farm legislation. The same situation
exists on the Republican side where about the same percentage of Members
oppose farm legislation without regard to its provisions.
- more -
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Obviously, neither the Republicans nor the Democrats can alone pass
a farm bill. rleither the Agriculture Committee nor the Department of
Agriculture has the power to pass legislation simply by presenting it. It
is necessary to get votes from somewhere other than from "farm" districts.
The only possibility I know of passing farm legislation is by securing the
cooperation of our Committe~ and the Secretary of Agriculture, including
the cooperation of the members of both parties. For a year and a half many
of us have seriously sought to achieve this cooperation.
I have not agreed with the viewpoint expressed by the largest of our
farm organizations. The American Farm Bureau feels that a massive land
retirement program with a minimum of government controls or supports would
be desirable. Such a program does not seem to me to be in the best interests
of agriculture. This program has been submitted to the Congress and rejected
by the Committee. I appreciate the fact that the advocates of this program
have recognized the sincerity of others, as I recognize the sincerity of
these advocates.
A number of the smaller farm organizations have urged the payment of
substantially larger government subsidies. Frankly, I have felt that if
the American people are to continue to have the inexpensive food which they
now enjoy, that aid to agriculture must be increased -- not decreased. I
have felt that if we are justified in increasing the wages of government
workers -- and an overwhelming majority of Congress has indicated that it
believes we are -- we are also justified in increasing the income of those
who provide the food and fiber for the American people. To this extent I
agree with the views of the so-called Coalition of Farm Organizations, but
I have yet to see any evidence whatever that there is any reasonable possibility of securing the kind of payments the Coalition seeks.
With no farm programs, I think it is clear that American farmers would
rapidly sink to an even less favorable economic level. In other words,
desirable as the Coalition program might be as an objective, none of its
advocates seem to have any vague idea of how they can secure its passage,
and tvi thout passage, this program is of course no more than "pie in the sky."
I think, on the other hand, that we had a very strong possibility of
passage of a program which would maintain substantially the present income of
farmers. This program had the promise of support of the Administration as
well as the leaders of both parties. The amendments have the promise of
opposition by the Administration. The question then is not whether we would
like to get $4 a bushel for wheat, 50¢ a pound for cotton, $2.50 a bushel
for corn, but it becomes what is the very best that we can reasonably hope
to get.
The Secretary of Agriculture has repeatedly stated that he would
support legislation which would (for at least three years) maintain approximately the present level of government assistance for our farmers. I agree
with the Coalition of Farm Organizations that I would rather have more. I
have an idea Mr. Hardin himself would rather have more. But Mr. Hardin, like
the farm organizations, is faced with the realities of budget limitations.
- more -
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Apparently we had a good chance of getting a bill passed which would
result in a continuation of something around $3 billion a year government
assistance to farmers. I don't consider this adequate, but I think the
alternative is to get absolutely nothing. I believe that under those circumstances lowe my farmers an obligation to do what I can to get the $3
billion, and I am trying to do so, as are many other members of the Committee,
both Democrats and Republicans.
Certainly, the Committee has made concessions. So has the Secretary
of Agriculture. I believe this is the only basis on which we can hope to
develop helpful legislation. The Coalition of Farm Organizations which has
made no concessions has charged those of us who have sought to secure a
compromise with a "sellout" of grain producers. Let's see what this "sell
out" involves. It involves a guarantee of $2.77 a bushel -- or full parity
for the next three years for all domestically consumed wheat -- about 48 percent of the total. This is not a starvation price. It involves a support
of $1.35 a bushel for 50 percent of the feed grain production. This figures
out to be 8¢ a bushel more than the $1.14 support on 80 percent of production
which the spokesmen for the Coalition had proposed -- and $1.35 more than
will be assured by the passage of no bill.
I long ago learned that it was better to get a part of something
(and in this case a right substantial part) than to hold out and take all
of nothing, and I think it is clear that all of nothing is exactly what was
secured by the June 2nd vote.
The substitute would place very little more money in farmers' hands,
but it clearly jeopardizes the entire program of farm supports.
The Committee has worked more than a year to get a bill which could
be passed. We now have a Committee vote for a measure which nobody seems
to think can pass.
Any time the proponents of this amendment can come back with the
assurance of the necessary support from the Department, from the Administration and from the Floor oj the House to give a reasonable chance of passage,
I will call the Committee together and will do my best to pass a bill.
I don't think, however, it is at all helpful to agriculture to present a
bill on the Floor, no matter how appealing it may he from a political standpoint, if it seems probable ths.:: the only res'llt will be to fU·L"~her fractionalize the friends of agricu1(:ure and discredit those frien::;; in the House.
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